A substantial amount of literature explores the dilemmas faced by researchers using both qualitative research methods and a feminist approach (Bell et al, 1993; Coffey, 1999; Fonow and Cook, 1991; Gluck and Patai, 1991; Golde, 1970; Reinharz, 1992; Roberts, 1990; Stanley, 1983; Wolf, 1996) . Feminist accounts of fieldwork have often been concerned with issues of representation, both of the researchees and the researcher, exposing some of the complications that arise when the researcher must make critical decisions about representing herself to her research participants (Abu-Lughod, 1988 Acker et al., 1991; Berik, 1996; Dossa, 1997; Kondo, 1986; Lal, 1996; Narayan, 1993; Ong, 1995; Patai, 1991; Reinharz, 1992; Schrijvers, 1993; Stacey, 1991) . These accounts demonstrate that a fieldworker's identity does in fact impact upon the research process and product, challenging notions of researcher objectivity and neutrality. This article examines some of the issues raised in feminist research methodologies within the context of a first generation South Asian researcher's experiences. 1 I contribute to some of the feminist accounts by complicating the processes of representation and the power and problem of naming; identity and its impact upon the research process; and the field as a place of complex power structures, which can produce questions that seem all too familiar. One of the questions raised in relation to representation, identity and the field is one that I have been asked virtually all my life, but which has different meanings in different contexts. My research participants often asked, 'where are you really from?', a question in the context of the feminist literature on methodology that has enabled me to analyse some of the difficulties and problems I faced in doing fieldwork. It has also enabled me to develop a different conceptualization of the research process and research participants. Finally, it has demonstrated some of the difficulties that our current and limited language of race, ethnicity and nationality pose for first generation South Asian researchers.
In this article, I examine specific themes in relation to my own research experiences after having grown up in Canada, and then later living and studying in Britain and conducting fieldwork in India. I locate these experiences within qualitative research literatures and suggest that the 'field' needs to be continually challenged and reconceptualized if feminist researchers are to be inclusive of all women's experiences, both as researchers and participants. 2 
Representation and the power and problem of naming
In discussing some of the differences between researchers and research participants, Diane Wolf writes that:
. . . our power and control offers us the choice to construct and (re)shape our selves to our subjects, playing on the different positionalities of the researcher and the researched. This is particularly the case when researchers are far enough from home that the researchers do not encounter many of their family members or friends, whereas our respondents are usually surrounded by kin and friends and cannot similarly withdraw, hide and alter aspects of their identity. (Wolf, 1996: 11) Wolf 's argument warrants discussion here, especially because there are at least two problems with her account in relation to my own research experiences. First, Wolf 's quote suggests that the researched are somewhat unveiled and 'genuine' in their habitats, assuming that participants are open to the researcher's gaze and do not participate in the performative act of representing themselves. Parin Dossa, in her reflections on fieldwork, challenges the idea of the ethnographer as the 'quintessence of mobility, a status that makes them omnipotent "seers" '(1997: 506) . Participant accounts, like researcher accounts, are also contextually and historically specific, mediated versions of experience. Second, Wolf 's statement assumes that representing oneself is a somewhat easy business in the researcher's country of residence and that dilemmas arise in research because of various points of difference in the field. While it is important to note that fieldwork is a particular process, it is, nevertheless, a process of representing oneself that is not entirely dissimilar to other processes that may take place in the fieldworker's home. By using examples from my own fieldwork, I want to illustrate some of the problems that I encountered in relation to the second point. First, I want to discuss some of the uncertainty I have representing myself on a day-to-day basis in Canada. Growing up in a so-called multicultural environment, it might appear surprising to note that my representations changed dramatically from day to day and from my adolescent to adult years. My parents emigrated from Pakistan to Canada in 1965, first living in a predominantly Francophone region and then subsequently moving to the Anglophone west. Both my father and mother were born in pre-Independence India and lived in post-partition Pakistan; my mother's middle-class family had migrated from the state of Goa, and my father's Anglo-Indian, workingclass family had moved from the Punjab. Because my father was 'white', and my parents were practising Catholics, they told me they left Pakistan as they felt a sense of religious and cultural marginalization after partition and they believed that neither Pakistan nor India offered a future for them. Of the three children, I was the only one born in Canada. As I was growing up, my parents and relatives always teased me, telling me that I was the 'true' Canadian in the family. This sense of 'outsiderness' was also reinforced by a comical story that was told by my father at various social gatherings to explain why I was such a 'Canadian' child. I was, according to him, not really theirs, but was found in some rubbish upon their arrival in Canada and they had charitably rescued me from a bin in a park. Despite some reinforcement of my authenticity as a 'Canadian', from my youngest days, I remember being asked the question, 'where are you from?', and when I said, 'Canada', the questions almost always continued, 'where are you really from?', 'where are you originally from?', 'where are your parents from?', or 'what are your origins?'. I distinctly remember that these questions were seldom asked of my white friends (even though they were all children of recent immigrants) and I grew accustomed to providing various stock answers. When I was young, I remember emphasizing my father's whiteness as a way of gaining acceptance with other children and I remember struggling to give a short and concise response to the question, 'where are you from?'. Nevertheless, I have also always felt a responsibility to justify my 'Canadianness', while, at the same time and as an adult, feeling a political necessity to include 'Indianness' (or South Asianness) in my accounts of representation. However, the problem of owning and naming certain representations can be that purist stances of origin tend to serve the interests of dominant groups:
Being easily offended in your elusive identity and reviving old, racial charges, you immediately react when such guilt-instilling accusations are levelled at you and are thus led to stand in need of defending that very ethnic part of yourself that for years has made you and your ancestors the objects of execration.
( Minh-ha, 1989: 89) In this way, I suggest that representing oneself at 'home' is a process that is located within complicated social and historical contexts. While the questions did not stop upon arriving in England seven years ago, I found that many people accepted my representations more readily. I was not prepared for the importance of accent in the English context and did not expect that people would only hear the 'North Americanness' in my voice. I have spent a great deal of time battling with people over the distinctness of Canadian identity in relation to American identity, or justifying why it should be pronounced Fried Green Tomatoes [toh-may-tohes], rather than tomatoes [toh-mah-toes] after having various lessons in pronunciation and even hearing one account that I was not a native English-language speaker because I was not from England. However, I have had my accounts challenged by others and have been asked about my parents' origins, where I am really from and, in many contexts, my partner has developed a tendency to tune out whenever the pedigree questions surface at social gatherings. In many cases, people have assumed that my parents are migrants because they are familiar with Asian migration in England. Nevertheless, I have still encountered the questions, when 'white' friends have not. Someone I met recently questioned my identity by saying, 'you don't look Canadian', while my white partner's claim to being Canadian remained unchallenged. My feelings of dislocatedness have been reinscribed in the move to England, but the desire to be the same and simultaneously different remains:
Completely dislocated, unable to be abroad with the other, the white . . . who unmercifully imprisoned me, I took myself far off from my own presence, far indeed, and made myself an object. What else could it be for me but an amputation, an excision, a haemorrhage that spattered my whole body with black blood? . . . I slip into corners, I remain silent, I strive for anonymity, for invisibility. Look I'll accept the lot, as long as no one notices me! (Fanon, 1990: 110-12) But my paradoxical struggle for visibility and invisibility, despite my articulations of racial, ethnic and national identity, come from a place of privilege. That I came to England as a student, and not a labourer, that my Canadian passport receives little concern at immigration and customs and that people cannot always place where I am really from, allows me to occupy that inbetween space of ambiguity, hybridity, fluidity:
The claim to a lack of identity or positionality is itself based on privilege, on a refusal to accept responsibility for one's implication in actual historical or social relations, on a denial that positionalities exist or that they matter, the denial of one's own personal history and the claim to a total separation from it. (Martin and Mohanty, 1986: 208) But there is no 'authentic' position from which to speak and to represent oneself, and I acknowledge that hybridity is performative in that I often choose to occupy this nether space, and that my class privilege offers me shelter and safety from violent challenges. As Visweswaran argues, 'the question "where are you from?" is never an innocent one, yet not all subjects have equal difficulty answering ' (1994: 115) .
I naively assumed that these matters would be less complicated when I began my fieldwork. On a trip in 1995, I had visited India for the first time as an adult and developed a personal and political interest in gender relations in South Asia. Having lived in Canada most of my life, I began to understand my parents' sense of identity, as well as their longings, desires and tastes and, more importantly, how these traces and memories were shaping and reshaping my own identity. While the main purpose of the trip was to attend a women's studies conference in Delhi, I took a side trip to the state of Goa to visit relatives and have a holiday. The social interactions I had with my female cousin in Goa revealed to me that all Indian women live at the intersections of many identities and experiences (patriarchal, familial, communal, social, moral and religious) with a great deal of ingenuity and do not inhabit easily or comfortably categories and roles expected of them. My cousin and my aunt, as well as the other women I met, did not exist as the western media often portrays them (as victims); instead they were strategically and creatively acting to increase their autonomy and agency while under social, cultural and religious constraints. This experience was the foundation upon which my academic interest in gender relations in South Asian contexts began to develop. This influenced my doctoral research project which is concerned with the popular representation of Indian women in Canadian, British and Indian newspapers and the representation of Indian women by a sample of Indian women themselves. The fieldwork involved in-depth interviews with small samples of women from the south of India.
When I went to India two years later to begin this research, I innocently believed that I would be accepted as a child of Indian parents, who had migrated to Canada some time ago. When asked where I was from, I told many of my participants that I was from Canada. When I did this, they almost certainly paused and looked quizzically at my features, . . . 'but where are your parents from?' they would ask and, when I would say, 'India' or 'Pakistan', they would sigh knowingly and say, 'I knew you looked Indian'. When I introduced myself as a child of Indian parents and stressed my parents' (and thus my own) 'Indianness' as an alternative way of representing myself, I was told that I was not really Indian as I had not grown up in India, nor did I really look Indian. Visweswaran writes that 'for someone who is neither fully Indian nor wholly American', the question 'where are you from?' can '[provoke] a sudden failure of confidence, the fear of never replying adequately ' (1994: 115) . From one day to the next, I felt confused about which approach I should use; both somehow seemed problematic and would leave sufficient space for questioning and challenging. I spent most mornings deciding to wear a salwaar kamiz only to end up being in the company of those wearing Western dress and feeling like an anthropological poser or, other days, showing up in a blouse and skirt and feeling very conspicuous amongst the saris. On one of my trips, I was told by some participants that I was fair-skinned and that it was not surprising that my father was Anglo-Indian. Another group of participants told me I looked like a typical Keralite, as my dark skin indicated. Even though I did not perceive these questions as racist, I remember feeling angry and frustrated when people challenged my representations, always probing and asking additional questions and then resigning themselves to some first impression.
Representation and identity have been one of the key 'dilemmas' for feminists engaged in cross-cultural fieldwork (Abu-Lughod, 1988 Acker et al, 1991; Berik, 1996; Kondo, 1986; Lal, 1996; Narayan, 1993; Ong, 1995; Patai, 1991; Reinharz, 1992; Schrijvers, 1993; Stacey, 1991) . In several accounts marital status, dress and gender behaviour were of concern to many fieldworkers. Joke Schrijvers, in reflecting on her research with Sri Lankan women, writes that she presented herself as a married woman to her participants, but that eventually her two young sons, who accompanied her on her fieldwork trip, revealed to her participants that she was unmarried to her current partner. Consequently, Schrijvers revealed 'all' and informed her participants that she was in fact divorced and that her present partner was not the father of her two sons. To her surprise, her marital status, which she had believed would make her less respected by her participants, created more opportunities for dialogue:
Contrary to what we had been afraid of, our scandalous past did not damage our good reputation. Rather it helped us to be viewed as more or less 'normal' human beings, people who, just like most villagers, had undergone some serious difficulties in their personal lives . . . [i]mmediately after the news had spread through the village women started confiding in me, talking about their own family dramas they had so far kept silent about. We became much closer, and I did not have to rebel any longer against the unwelcome image of the lofty lady maintaining the family status. (Schrijvers, 1993: 149) But other researchers feel it is necessary to preserve and maintain 'respectability' within the communities they research. Günseli Berik, in her Qualitative Research 3(2) research in rural Turkey, chose to conform to 'gender norms' by avoiding walking alone in the city streets, performing different greetings of affection and offering addresses of respect for different members of the family and, in general, she 'acquiesced to a subordinate role vis-a-vis men in the villages ' (1996: 60) . She felt that the 'cost of nonconformity' would have resulted in her not being able to interview women (1996: 65). From Berik's and Schrijvers's accounts, it is apparent that many difficulties arise in the course of conducting research in relation to how a researcher should represent herself to her participants both for the purpose of facilitating access to interview participants and keeping a check on power relations between participant and researcher.
These feminist accounts, alongside my own experiences, demonstrate the problems of naming and the power of others to name while challenging dominant ideas about representation in the field. Like Schrijvers, I was prepared to answer questions about my marital status from participants. However, the majority of them were unconcerned with this issue and, instead, were more often concerned with my 'authenticity', either as a South Asian or a Canadian.
Identity
The starting-point of critical elaboration is the consciousness of what one really is, and 'knowing thyself ' as a product of the historical process to date which has deposited in you an infinity of traces, without leaving an inventory (Gramsci, 1971: 324) .
How do identities affect research? How did my inability to name where I am really from (as if there is a truth to my origins) structure my interactions with participants? In Diane Wolf 's account of fieldwork dilemmas, she suggests that:
. . . those who studied a group to which they belonged often claimed to have an advantage that led to a privileged or more balanced view of the people/society under study. This perspective includes arguments that native or indigenous researchers would offer a critique of colonialist, racist, ethnocentric, and exploitative anthropology, balance the distortions presented by white or Anglo researchers, creatively use their special standpoint or double consciousness, or be privileged to a more intimate view.
( 1996: 15) While I am a diasporic, 3 I was not returning 'home' to do research. 4 Nevertheless, I did feel a sense of 'double consciousness' that allowed me to be both an insider and outsider simultaneously, 'moving between two worlds and identities, disrupting traditional anthropological boundaries between Self and Other' (Wolf, 1996: 17) . However, some feminists have criticized such a pure bifurcation, suggesting that identity in the field is too complicated to exist as one or the other and that 'two halves cannot adequately account for the complexity of an identity in which multiple countries, regions, religions and classes come together' (Narayan, 1993: 673) .
But, the question about where I am really from was often aimed at uncovering more than my national or ethnic identity. The question often spurred on other identity questions, especially in relation to class. For example, many participants, besides asking where I was from, wanted to know my parents' occupations and, in many cases, what they earned and owned. In asking where I was really from, my participants and others whom I spoke with during fieldwork did not only want to understand and position me in terms of my national identity, but the ways I could be placed in economic and material terms. Being seen as either Anglo-Indian, Goan, Indian or Canadian was so interconnected with class that it served to indicate my level of respectability and legitimacy as a researcher in India as well as how they should or could behave towards me.
Kirin Narayan argues that other factors, such as gender, class, sexual orientation, race and duration of contacts, may 'outweigh the cultural identity we associate with insider or outsider status ' (1993: 672) . Her critique of the entire insider-outsider paradigm traces the initial distinction between 'native' and 'real' anthropologist to colonialist times. She asks, how native is a native anthropologist and how foreign is one from abroad? She argues for a greater focus on the 'quality of relations' with those we represent in our texts and for the 'enactment of hybridity' in writing that 'depicts authors as minimally bicultural in terms of belonging simultaneously to the world of engaged scholarship and the world of everyday life' (Narayan, 1993: 671) . Narayan argues that every anthropologist exhibits a '"multiplex subjectivity" with many cross cutting identifications, such that each context may force us to choose or accept different facets of our subjectivity' (Narayan, 1993: 681) . Furthermore, Aiwha Ong argues that 'ethnographic authority derives not so much from our position and embodiment as postcolonial analysts as from recognition of an inter-referencing sensibility that we share with less privileged postcolonial women ' (1995: 367) . Ong suggests that feminists should move from a politics of positionality to a politics of intercultural perception and interaction in ethnography where 'this common ground of a decentered cultural/political relationship to the West can foster a more equitable kind of listening and retelling ' (1995: 367) . In this way, my own struggles with representation and identity served as a resource and link to the research participants of this study, especially when I experienced some of the frustrations of having identities inscribed on me, despite efforts to mark out identities for myself.
What impact did the research process have on my identity? In a project that was centred around Indian women's accounts of their identity, their experiences of being daughters and of having daughters, it is interesting that the process should also reveal a great deal about myself. In constructing these women's lives, the process contributed to a reinscription of my 'multiplex subjectivity'. Often, in the process of 'storytelling', of giving accounts of their lives, it was not uncommon for my participants to construct me in particular ways, challenging my own hazy boundaries. While some of my participants would regularly make generalizations about Indian culture and seek a cultural handshake to confirm that I did have that particular insider knowledge, they also did precisely the opposite, suggesting that, as a westerner and foreigner, I could not possibly know anything other than media stereotypes when it came to Indian culture. For example, the women often sought a look of approval when they complained about men's lack of participation in household duties, but suggested that I would not fully understand family life in India because I had not grown up there.
While I have not found it any easier to describe where I am from, I suggest that my 'multiplex subjectivities' will be partially revealed through my representation of women participants in the final product:
. . . it has become clear that every version of an 'other', wherever found, is also the construction of a 'self ' and the making of ethnographic texts . . . is the constant reconstitution of selves and others through specific exclusions, conventions and discursive practices. (Clifford, 1986: 23-4) The field and power relations
Before doing fieldwork, I always imagined the field as a place that exists separately from 'home' and where I would have authority and legitimacy as a researcher. After reading feminist accounts of fieldwork, I assumed that I would need to be in constant check of the power that I held as a western researcher and would need to implement many techniques to minimize and compensate for it in the field. I had also assumed that I would be asking the questions, listening to the stories and that, continually, I would be representing, reconstructing and reflecting other women's lives. Later in the research process, I also assumed that the field would be a quasi-homecoming, that I might experience a small sense of belonging and gain some insight into my parents' identity and thus my own and possibly resolve my dilemmas of representation. What I found was that the field is a complex site of power, one which could be conceptualized in a number of ways, either as a web, network or text of the bodies living in it (Foucault, 1980; Grosz, 1994) . Dossa suggests that 'the ethnographic distinction between home and field is untenable' where fieldworkers conduct research in multiple 'homes' and 'fields ' (1997: 506) . Any polarization of the 'field' and 'home' is easily challenged by my experiences, as there are obviously continuities as well as discontinuities between the two places. I also learnt that, not only was my identity a complicated thing to represent, but my participants had multiple, and sometimes unrepresentable, identities. In addition, the participants often asked questions, listened to my storytelling and constructed and fashioned identities for me, processes which I suggest challenge the view that participants are unable to play on different positionalities.
Pat Caplan suggests that feminists, in relation to their research participants, should ask, 'who are we for them? who are they for us? ' (1993: 178) . Where a researcher is socially located and positioned vis-a-vis the researched plays a significant role in processes of representation and its role in power relations. Rajeswari Sunder Rajan writes about the politics of location stating that, 'location is not simply an address. Rather, one's affiliations are multiple, contingent and frequently contradictory ' (1993: 8) . But the location and position of the researcher are important to understanding the nature of power in the research process. As Rajan notes, as a postcolonial feminist in India I undeniably have an institutional status that affiliates me with the academy in the west; at the same time I do not have a share in all the privileges of that 'other' place -especially and above all, that of the distance that provides the critical perspective of 'exile'. . . . My intention is not to claim for myself 'marginality' -it's a dubious privilege in any case -but to show that location is fixed not (only) in the relative terms of centre and periphery, but in the positive (positivist?) terms of an actual historical and geographical contingency.
( 1993: 8-9) If feminists take into account the way in which their positions are reflected in the kinds of projects and perspectives they can adopt, a reflective and critical forum can be established. Because the researcher's life, politics and relationships become part of fieldwork, positionality and location cannot be ignored in reflections on process. Patricia Zavella suggests that locating ourselves as positioned subjects and drawing on these social locations as a source of data are important for feminist research (1991) .
In Dorinne Kondo's methodological accounts, she suggests that her participants asserted power over her during the research process, engaging in '"symbolic violence" trying to dominate the anthropological encounter' and, in this way, research participants cannot be seen as only objects, but as active subjects, who have the power 'to shape and control the ethnographer and the ethnographic encounter ' (1986: 80) . This is true of my research experience, where I often felt that the actions of my participants were not just inhibiting access to certain people or sources of data, but were actually transforming the whole project. Some scholars have suggested that the issue of power in the research process is complicated, but that research participants generally do not have the institutional power that researchers do:
Yet to claim complete powerlessness on behalf of the researcher seems disingenuous. It is clear that subjects can resist and subvert the researcher's efforts, making some interviews difficult or even impossible. But it is important to differentiate between the power plays during the microprocesses of interpersonal dynamics, which may render the researcher quite helpless, and her Qualitative Research 3(2)locationality and positionality within a global political economy. In other words, the powerlessness a researcher may feel when her subjects won't talk to her or won't share the full story does not mean the researcher is a powerless person. (Wolf, 1996: 22) However, I suggest that the field is a richer site if participants are conceptualized as agents, rather than purely as victims of the research process. I do not claim that, as a researcher, I had no power at all, nor that feeling powerless always correlates with being powerless. 5 Nor do I claim that the question, 'where are you from?' travels with the same meanings, since it clearly has multiple meanings across location and time. I suggest that feminist fieldwork methodologies need to account for some aspects of the researched and researcher's multiplex subjectivities, challenging any uniform idea of the researcher and conceptualizing the field as a site of complex power relations.
On a personal, political and professional note, my fieldwork experiences have helped me to articulate some of the daily struggles I have experienced in Canada, England and in India. In the words of bell hooks:
I have been working to change the way I speak and write, to incorporate in the manner of telling a sense of place, of not just who I am in the present but where I am coming from, the multiple voices within me . . . [w]hen I say then that these worlds emerge from suffering, I refer to the personal struggle to name the location from which I come to voice -that space of theorising.
( 1989: 16) There is a tendency in feminist methodology to spend countless hours reflecting on these issues, perhaps at the expense of actually doing and completing feminist research. As Jayati Lal notes in her chapter on fieldwork, in an era of rampant reflexivity, just getting on with it may be the most radical action one can take (1996: 207).
Conclusion
In this article, I have discussed some of the debates in feminist methodology, focusing on ethnographic research, and situated some of my fieldwork experiences within the discussions concerning representation, identity and fieldwork. I have shown that some of the categories and labels that fieldworkers have available to them for representing and identifying themselves are problematic, especially for South Asian diasporics. How can a researcher who exists on both the 'inside' and 'outside' of South Asian cultural identities simply label and name herself? Or occupy positions of power and privilege in the 'field'?
The issue of representation is important both during and after conducting fieldwork. While emancipatory, participatory and reciprocal methods may have informed or been applied to the process of research, this does not ensure that the written representations will reflect 'equal' participation. In addition, final texts are always mediated accounts, with the researcher's own interpretation woven into the words. As Diane Wolf argues, representation in the final product does not necessarily challenge inequalities between the researcher and participants, as may be possible during the research process:
Whereas experimenting with strategies of representation has produced some alternatives, it is doubtful that these forms of representation are distinctly different from others, since the end product does not necessarily appropriate less and does not shift the balance of power or the benefits.
(1996: 34)
The power relations involved in representing other's experiences and voices cannot be avoided in qualitative research, even if they are accounted for. However, Jayati Lal argues that 'reflexivity [cannot be] an end in itself ' and suggests that a 'reflexive and self-critical methodological stance can become meaningful only when it engages in the politics of reality and intervenes in it in some significant way ' (1996: 207) . I suggest that the 'field' and 'fieldwork' need to be challenged and reconceptualized if research accounts are to be inclusive of all women's experiences, both as researchers and participants. If we, as researchers, recognize some of the problems with the labels that we use in representing ourselves, or the ones that are assigned to us in the field, it can help us to become aware of the ways in which we construct our participants. This may also enable us to recognize that names and positions in the research process are not static, but conditional, contingent and shifting. Research methodologies must account for the experiences of those female researchers who are not able to inhabit the 'native' and 'real' researcher categories, but who must carve out new, and perhaps messy, ways of being in the field. For South Asian diasporic and first generation researchers, this will hopefully lead to developing more complex ways of understanding both 'home' and the 'diaspora'. N O T E S 1. The term 'first generation' is used throughout this article to refer to the first generation of a family born in the country of migration. For example, first generation Canadian refers to children of immigrant parents who are born and raised in Canada. Generally the term first generation refers to those who first emigrated. 2. Many thanks to Suruchi Thapar-Björkert for years of friendship and collaboration. This article would not have been possible without her intellectual and emotional support. Also, thanks to Joanna Liddle, Lynda Birke, Parvathi Raghuram, Nirmal Puwar, Jonathan Reinarz and two anonymous referees who provided valuable comments and suggestions. 3. According to Avtar Brah's definitions of diaspora (Brah, 1996) . 4. For a good account of some of the complexities of 'insider' fieldwork see Panini, 1991. 5 . Thanks to Caroline Wright for her comments on a draft version of this chapter and for emphasizing that having power and feeling powerful may be very different.
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